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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is responsive to a REQUEST FOR CONTINUED 
EXAMINATION entered October 22, 2009 for the patent application 10/829585. 

Status of Claims 

2. Claims 1-42 were rejected in the last Office Action dated July 7, 2009. 

As a response to the July 7, 2009 office action. Applicant has Amended claims 1 , 

15, and 29. 

Claims 1-42 are now presented for examination in this office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, publislied under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Al-Attar at al. (U.S. Publication Number: 2004/0243530). 

As to independent claim 1, Al-Attar discloses a computer-implemented method 
of managing a machinery monitoring system (e.g., on-line performance monitoring 
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system integrated into a process control system) (see Paragraph [0086]), said metliod 
comprising: 

relating an asset output to at least one asset input wherein the at least one asset 
input includes at least one of a measured process parameter and a derived process 
parameter relatable to the asset output (e.g., variable relating to process conditions and 
a plurality of outcomes) (see Abstract; and Paragraph [0009] and [0086]); 

generating at least one rule (e.g., rule generation module) (see Paragraph 
[0058]) based on the relation wherein the at lease one rule defines the asset output 
based on the at least one asset input (e.g., generating a performance improvement rule 
set for at least one process factor from a generated rule set for the at least one process 
factor) (see Abstract; and Paragraph [0009]); 

selecting at least one of live asset data, historical asset data, user-supplied asset 
data, and third party supplied asset data (e.g., historic process data) (see Paragraph 
[0012] and [0055]); 

testing the at least one rule incrementally using the selected asset data (e.g., rule 
verification module comprises a rule test sub-module) (see Paragraph [0015]) and by 
comparing each asset output to each respective expected asset output (e.g., plurality of 
outcomes and an activity flag at each decision point) (see Paragraph [0042]), wherein 
the test comprises a plurality of incremental steps to be performed (e.g., a rule 
verification module for verifying the generated rule set) (see Paragraph [0014]); 
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determining an expected asset output for the selected data (e.g., each rule) after 
the plurality of incremental steps are performed (e.g., each rule including a plurality of 
decision points) (see Paragraph [0042]); 

monitoring the asset output (e.g., performance improvement rule; performance 
monitoring system) (see Paragraph [0071] and [0086]) of the at least one rule at each 
increment (e.g., rules being verified by determining that each rule is satisfied by the 
data) (see Paragraph [0065]); 

displaying incremental results (e.g., each rule) after each of the plurality of 
incremental steps are completed (e.g., each rule including a plurality of decision points, 
a plurality of outcomes and an activity flag at each decision point) (see Paragraph 
[0042]; and Figures 2 and 3), wherein each of the incremental results (e.g., decision 
points and outcomes) (see Figures 2 and 3) includes a numerical value corresponding 
to an intermediate value of a test result (e.g., values of the activity flags; logical outcome 
at each internal node) (see Paragraph [0042] and [0079]-[0084]); and 

outputting the test result (e.g., proposed to process operator) (see Paragraph 
[0084] and [0086]). 

As to dependent claim 10, Al-Attar teaches a method in accordance with claim 
1 wherein relating an asset output to at least one input comprises relating a measurable 
machine asset output to at least one input (e.g., variable relating to process conditions 
and a plurality of outcomes) (see Abstract; and Paragraph [0009] and [0086]). 

As to dependent claim 11, Al-Attar teaches a method in accordance with claim 
1 wherein relating an asset output to at least one input comprises relating a measurable 
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machine asset output to at least one input (e.g., variable relating to process conditions 
and a plurality of outcomes) (see Abstract; and Paragraph [0009] and [0086]) wherein 
the at least one input is indicative of a machine asset anomalous behavior (e.g., 
improvement determination module within an on-line performance monitoring system 
integrated into a process control system to alert a process operator to deviation from 
expected performance) (see Abstract; and Paragraph [0009] and [0086]). 

As to dependent claim 12, Al-Attar teaches a method in accordance with claim 
1 wherein generating at least one rule comprises resolving the operands for the at least 
one rule (e.g., logical outcome) (see Paragraph [0073]). 

As to dependent claim 13, Al-Attar teaches a method in accordance with claim 
1 wherein generating at least one rule comprises documenting the rule logic for the at 
least one rule (e.g., logical outcome) (see Paragraph [0073]). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 2-9 and 14-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over by Al-Attar et al. (U.S. Publication Number: 2004/0243530) and further in view of 



Kuznetsov et al. (U.S. Publication Number: 2006/0265689). 
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As to independent claim 15, Al-Attar discloses a computer-implemented 
machinery monitoring system for a plant (e.g., on-line performance monitoring system 
integrated into a process control system) (see Paragraph [0086]), said system 
comprising: 

a client system comprising a user interface (e.g., on-line performance monitoring 
system integrated into a process control system) (see Paragraph [0086]); 

a database for storing Rule Sets (e.g., storage locations, typically databases) 
(see Paragraph [0051]), wherein the Rule Sets include at least one rule expressed as a 
relational expression of a real-time data output relative to a real-time data input that 
Includes at least one of a measured process parameter and a derived process 
parameter relatable to the real-time data output (e.g., variable relating to process 
conditions and a plurality of outcomes) (see Abstract; and Paragraph [0009] and 
[0086]), wherein the relational expression is specific to a plant asset (e.g., on-line 
performance monitoring system integrated into a process control system) (see 
Paragraph [0086]); and 

a processor programmed to control said machinery monitoring system to (e.g., 
on-line performance monitoring system integrated into a process control system) (see 
Paragraph [0086]), said processor programmed to: 

generate a plant asset operational rule (e.g., rule generation module) (see 
Paragraph [0058]) from an application expert wherein the operational rule 
defines the real-time data output based on the at least one real-time data input 
(e.g., generating a performance improvement rule set for at least one process 
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factor from a generated rule set for the at least one process factor) (see Abstract; 
and Paragraph [0009] and [0086]); 

test said rule data (e.g., rule verification module comprises a rule test sub- 
module) (see Paragraph [0015]) based on at least on of live asset data, historical 
asset data, user-supplied asset data, and third party supplied data (e.g., historic 
process data) (see Paragraph [0012] and [0055]), wherein the test includes 
comparing the real-time output to an expected real-time output (e.g., plurality of 
outcomes and an activity flag at each decision point) (see Paragraph [0042]), and 
wherein the test comprises a plurality of incremental steps to be performed (e.g., 
a rule verification module for verifying the generated rule set) (see Paragraph 
[0014]); 

determine an asset output (e.g., each rule) after the plurality of 
incremental steps are performed (e.g., each rule including a plurality of decision 
points) (see Paragraph [0042]); 

display incremental results (e.g., performance improvement rule; 
performance monitoring system) (see Paragraph [0071] and [0086]) after each of 
the plurality of incremental steps are completed (e.g., rules being verified by 
determining that each rule is satisfied by the data) (see Paragraph [0065]), 
wherein each of the incremental results (e.g., decision points and outcomes) (see 
Figures 2 and 3) includes a numerical value corresponding to an intermediate 
value of a test result (e.g., values of the activity flags; logical outcome at each 
internal node) (see Paragraph [0042] and [0079]-[0084]); and 
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output the test result (e.g., proposed to process operator) (see Paragraph 
[0084] and [0086]). 

Al-Attar clearly teaches a user (e.g., process operator) (see Al-Attar: Abstract), 
but does not mention a security control password. Kuznetsov teaches prompt a user for 
a security control password (e.g., sign/verify) (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0021]). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have utilized a security control password as taught by Kuznetsov 
to the user of Al-Attar because security is a concern (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0021]). 

As to independent claim 29, Al-Attar discloses a computer program embodied 
on a computer readable medium for managing a machinery monitoring system using a 
server system (e.g., on-line performance monitoring system integrated into a process 
control system) (see Paragraph [0086]) coupled to a client system and a database (e.g., 
storage locations, typically databases) (see Paragraph [0051]), said client system 
including a user interface (e.g., on-line performance monitoring system) (see Paragraph 
[0086]), and then: 

relates an asset output to at least one asset input that includes at least one of a 
measured process parameter and a derived process parameter relatable to the asset 
output (e.g., variable relating to process conditions and a plurality of outcomes) (see 
Abstract; and Paragraph [0009] and [0086]); 

generates a plant asset operational rule (e.g., rule generation module) (see 
Paragraph [0058]) from an application expert wherein the operational rule defines an 
asset output based on at least one asset input (e.g., generating a performance 
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improvement rule set for at least one process factor from a generated rule set for tlie at 
least one process factor) (see Abstract; and Paragraph [0009]); 

tests said rule (e.g., rule verification module comprises a rule test sub-module) 
(see Paragraph [0015]) based on at least on of live asset data, historical asset data, 
user-supplied asset data, and third party supplied data (e.g., historic process data) (see 
Paragraph [0012] and [0055]) wherein the testing includes comparing the asset output 
to a respective expected asset output (e.g., plurality of outcomes and an activity flag at 
each decision point) (see Paragraph [0042]), wherein the test comprises at least one 
step (e.g., a rule verification module for verifying the generated rule set) (see Paragraph 
[0014]); 

displays (e.g., performance improvement rule; performance monitoring system) 
(see Paragraph [0071] and [0086]) incremental results of the at least one step (e.g., 
rules being verified by determining that each rule is satisfied by the data) (see 
Paragraph [0065]), wherein each of the incremental results (e.g., decision points and 
outcomes) (see Figures 2 and 3) includes a numerical value corresponding to an 
intermediate value of a test result (e.g., values of the activity flags; logical outcome at 
each internal node) (see Paragraph [0042] and [0079]-[0084]); and 

outputs said results of said test (e.g., proposed to process operator) (see 
Paragraph [0084] and [0086]). 

Al-Attar clearly teaches said program comprising a code segment (e.g., logical 
outcome) (see Al-Attar: Paragraph [0073]), but does not mention a security control 
password. Kuznetsov teaches prompt a user for a security control password (e.g.. 
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sign/verify) (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0021]). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have utilized a 
security control password as taught by Kuznetsov to the program of Al-Attar because 
the markup language processing device can process XML message for security (see 
Kuznetsov: Abstract). 

As to dependent claim 2, Al-Attar teaches a method in accordance with claim 1 . 

Al-Attar clearly teaches further comprising bundling the at least one rule into a 
Rule Set (see Al-Attar: Paragraph [0009]), but does not mention encryption code. 
Kuznetsov teaches encryption code (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0142]). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have utilized an encryption code as taught by Kuznetsov to the Rule Set of Al- 
Attar because encryptions or transformations defined by the rule set are applied to 
tagged message data portions (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0101]). 

As to dependent claim 3, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
method in accordance with claim 2 wherein Al-Attar teaches bundling the at least one 
rule into a Rule Set (see Al-Attar: Paragraph [0009]). And Kuznetsov teaches 
comprises bundling a plurality of rules into an XML file (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph 
[0014]). 

As to dependent claim 4, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
method in accordance with claim 2 wherein Al-Attar teaches bundling the at least one 
rule into a Rule Set (see Al-Attar: Paragraph [0009]). And Kuznetsov teaches 
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comprising bundling at least one of a rule documentation page and a Rule Set 
documentation page into the Rule Set (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0033]). 

As to dependent claim 5, Al-Attar teaches a method in accordance with claim 1 
further comprising: 

transmitting the Rule Set to the machinery monitoring system (e.g., performance 
improvement rule; performance monitoring system) (see Paragraph [0071] and [0086]); 

importing the Rule Set into the monitoring system (e.g., rules being verified by 
determining that each rule is satisfied by the data) (see Paragraph [0065]). 

Al-Attar clearly teaches a Rule Set (see Al-Attar: Paragraph [0009]), but does not 
mention decrypting the Rule Set encryption. Kuznetsov teaches decrypting the Rule 
Set encryption (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0142]). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
utilized decrypting encryption as taught by Kuznetsov to the Rule Set of Al-Attar 
because that specifies application of a different security (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph 
[0142]). 

As to dependent claim 6, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
method in accordance with claim 5 wherein Kuznetsov teaches importing the Rule Set 
comprises: 

locating Rule Set files (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0026]); 

prompting a user for an encryption key (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0101]); and 

interpreting the Rule Set file (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0142]). 
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As to dependent claim 7, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
method in accordance with claim 6 Kuznetsov teaches further comprising: 

entering Rule Set information into an enterprise database (e.g., rule set database 
128) (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0078]); and 

refreshing a list of Rule Sets based on the Rule Set information (e.g., rule set 
database 128) (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0078]). 

As to dependent claim 8, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
method in accordance with claim 5 wherein Kuznetsov teaches importing the Rule Set 
comprises: 

checking an enterprise for an existing copy of the imported Rule Set (e.g., rule 
set database 128) (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0146]); 

selectively updating any of the existing Rule Sets if the imported Rule Set is a 
different version than the existing Rule Set (e.g., rule set database 128) (see 
Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0146]); and 

updating assets using the imported Rule Set (e.g., rule set database 128) (see 
Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0146]). 

As to dependent claim 9, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
method in accordance with claim 5 Kuznetsov teaches further comprising substantially 
preventing importing the Rule Set into the monitoring system unless an authorized 
encryption key is used (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0142]). 

As to dependent claim 14, Al-Attar teaches a method in accordance with claim 
1 wherein relating an asset output to at least one input (e.g., variable relating to process 
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conditions and a plurality of outcomes) (see Abstract; and Paragraph [0009] and 
[0086]). Al-Attar clearly teaches a user (e.g., process operator) (see Al-Attar: Abstract), 
but does not mention a security control password. Kuznetsov teaches prompt a user for 
a security control password (e.g., sign/verify) (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0021]). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have utilized a security control password as taught by Kuznetsov 
to the user of Al-Attar because security is a concern (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0021]). 

As to dependent claim 16, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
system in accordance with claim 15 wherein Kuznetsov teaches said processor is 
further programmed to bundle the at least one rule into a Rule Set that includes a Rule 
Set encryption code (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0142]). 

As to dependent claim 17, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
system in accordance with claim 16 wherein Kuznetsov teaches said processor is 
further programmed to bundle a plurality of rules into an XML file (see Kuznetsov: 
Paragraph [0014]). 

As to dependent claim 18, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 

system in accordance with claim 16 wherein Kuznetsov teaches said processor is 
further programmed to bundle at least one of a rule documentation page and a Rule Set 
documentation page into said Rule Set (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0033]). 

As to dependent claim 19, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
system in accordance with claim 15 wherein said processor is further programmed to: 
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transmit said Rule Set to said at least one machinery monitoring system (e.g., 

performance improvement rule; performance monitoring system) (see Al-Attar: 

Paragraph [0071] and [0086]); 

decrypt said Rule Set encryption (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0142]); and 
import said Rule Set into said at least one monitoring system (e.g., rules being 

verified by determining that each rule is satisfied by the data) (see Al-Attar: Paragraph 

[0065]). 

As to dependent claim 20, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
system in accordance with claim 19 wherein Kuznetsov teaches said processor is 
further programmed to: 

locate Rule Set files (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0026]); 

prompt a user for an encryption key (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0101]); and 

interpret said Rule Set file (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0142]). 

As to dependent claim 21, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
system in accordance with claim 20 wherein Kuznetsov teaches said processor is 
further programmed to: 

enter Rule Set information into said database (e.g., rule set database 128) (see 
Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0078]); and 

refresh a list of Rule Sets based on said Rule Set information (e.g., rule set 
database 128) (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0078]). 
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As to dependent claim 22, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
system in accordance with claim 19 wherein Kuznetsov teaches said processor is 
further programmed to: 

check said database for an existing copy of said imported Rule Set (e.g., rule set 
database 128) (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0146]); 

selectively update any of said existing Rule Sets if said imported Rule Set is a 
different version than said existing Rule Set (e.g., rule set database 128) (see 
Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0146]); and 

update assets using said imported Rule Set (e.g., rule set database 128) (see 
Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0146]). 

As to dependent claim 23, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
system in accordance with claim 19 wherein Kuznetsov teaches said processor is 
further programmed to substantially prevent importing said Rule Set into said at least 
one monitoring system unless an authorized encryption key is used (see Kuznetsov: 
Paragraph [0142]). 

As to dependent claim 24, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
system in accordance with claim 15 wherein Al-Attar teaches said processor is further 
programmed to relate a measurable machine asset output to at least one input (e.g., 
variable relating to process conditions and a plurality of outcomes) (see Al-Attar: 
Abstract; and Paragraph [0009] and [0086]). 

As to dependent claim 25, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
system in accordance with claim 15 wherein Al-Attar teaches said processor is further 
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programmed to relate a measurable machine asset output to at least one input (e.g., 
variable relating to process conditions and a plurality of outcomes) (see Al-Attar: 
Abstract; and Paragraph [0009] and [0086]) that is indicative of a machine asset 
anomalous behavior (e.g., improvement determination module within an on-line 
performance monitoring system integrated into a process control system to alert a 
process operator to deviation from expected performance) (see Al-Attar: Abstract; and 
Paragraph [0009] and [0086]). 

As to dependent claim 26, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
system in accordance with claim 15 wherein Al-Attar teaches said processor is further 
programmed to resolve the operands for the at least one rule (e.g., logical outcome) 
(see Al-Attar: Paragraph [0073]). 

As to dependent claim 27, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
system in accordance with claim 15 wherein Al-Attar teaches said processor is further 
programmed to receive, from a user, documentation of the rule logic for said at least 
one rule (e.g., logical outcome) (see Al-Attar: Paragraph [0073]). 

As to dependent claim 28, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
system in accordance with claim 15 wherein Kuznetsov teaches said processor is 
further programmed to prompt the user to enter a security control password (e.g., 
sign/verify) (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0021]). 

As to dependent claim 30, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
computer program in accordance with claim 29 Kuznetsov teaches further comprising a 
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code segment that bundles said at least one rule into a Rule Set that includes a Rule 
Set encryption code (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0142]). 

As to dependent claim 31 , the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
computer program in accordance with claim 30 Kuznetsov teaches further comprising a 
code segment that bundles a plurality of rules into an XML file (see Kuznetsov: 
Paragraph [0014]). 

As to dependent claim 32, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
computer program in accordance with claim 30 Kuznetsov teaches further comprising a 
code segment that bundles at least one of a rule documentation page and a Rule Set 
documentation page into said Rule Set (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0033]). 

As to dependent claim 33, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
computer program in accordance with claim 29 further comprising a code segment that: 

transmits said Rule Set to said at least one machinery monitoring system (e.g., 
performance improvement rule; performance monitoring system) (see Al-Attar: 
Paragraph [0071] and [0086]); 

decrypts said Rule Set encryption (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0142]); and 

imports said Rule Set into said at least one monitoring system system (e.g., rules 
being verified by determining that each rule is satisfied by the data) (see Al-Attar: 
Paragraph [0065]). 

As to dependent claim 34, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
computer program in accordance with 33 Kuznetsov teaches further comprising a code 
segment that: 
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locates Rule Set files (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0026]); 

prompts a user for an encryption key (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0101]); and 

interprets said Rule Set file (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0142]). 

As to dependent claim 35, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
computer program in accordance with claim 34 Kuznetsov teaches further comprising a 
code segment that: 

enters Rule Set information into an enterprise database (e.g., rule set database 
128) (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0078]); and 

refreshes a list of Rule Sets based on said Rule Set information (e.g., rule set 
database 128) (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0078]). 

As to dependent claim 36, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
computer program in accordance with claim 33 Kuznetsov teaches further comprising a 
code segment that: 

checks an enterprise database for an existing copy of said imported Rule Set 
(e.g., rule set database 128) (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0146]); 

selectively updates any of said existing Rule Sets if said imported Rule Set is a 
different version than said existing Rule Set (e.g., rule set database 128) (see 
Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0146]); and 

updates assets using said imported Rule Set (e.g., rule set database 128) (see 
Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0146]). 

As to dependent claim 37, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
computer program in accordance with claim 33 Kuznetsov teaches further comprising a 
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code segment that substantially prevents importing said Rule Set into said at least one 
monitoring system unless an authorized encryption key is used (see Kuznetsov: 
Paragraph [0142]). 

As to dependent claim 38, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 

computer program in accordance with claim 29 Al-Attar teaches further comprising a 
code segment that relates a measurable machine asset output to at least one input 
(e.g., variable relating to process conditions and a plurality of outcomes) (see Al-Attar: 
Abstract; and Paragraph [0009] and [0086]). 

As to dependent claim 39, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
computer program in accordance with claim 29 Al-Attar teaches further comprising a 
code segment that relates a measurable machine asset output to at least one input 
(e.g., variable relating to process conditions and a plurality of outcomes) (see Al-Attar: 
Abstract; and Paragraph [0009] and [0086]) wherein said at least one input is indicative 
of a machine asset anomalous behavior (e.g., improvement determination module 
within an on-line performance monitoring system integrated into a process control 
system to alert a process operator to deviation from expected performance) (see Al- 
Attar: Abstract; and Paragraph [0009] and [0086]). 

As to dependent claim 40, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
computer program in accordance with claim 29 Al-Attar teaches further comprising a 
code segment that resolves the operands for said at least one rule (e.g., logical 
outcome) (see Al-Attar: Paragraph [0073]). 
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As to dependent claim 41, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaciies a 
computer program in accordance with claim 29 Al-Attar teaches further comprising a 
code segment that receives, from a user, documentation of the rule logic for said at 
least one rule (e.g., logical outcome) (see Al-Attar: Paragraph [0073]). 

As to dependent claim 42, the combination of Al-Attar and Kuznetsov teaches a 
computer program in accordance with claim 29 Kuznetsov teaches further comprising a 
code segment that prompts the user to enter a security control password (e.g., 
sign/verify) (see Kuznetsov: Paragraph [0021]). 



Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's amendment and arguments filed October 22, 2009 have been fully 
considered. The amendment does not overcome the original art rejection and the 
arguments are not persuasive. The following are the Examiner's observations in regard 
thereto. 

Applicant Argues: 

Al-Attar does not describe nor suggest testing a rule with a test that includes a plurality 
of incremental steps to be performed before determining an asset output and displaying 
incremental results after each of the plurality of incremental steps are completed, 
wherein each of the incremental results includes a numerical value corresponding to an 
intermediate value of a test result. 

Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. See office action above for newly presented claim 
limitations disclosed by the prior art. 



Applicant Argues: 
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Al-Attar does not describe nor suggest a computer-implemented method of managing a 
machinery monitoring system as is recited in Claims 1. 

Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. See prior art, Paragraph [0086] for "on-line performance 
monitoring system integrated into a process control system," and Paragraph [0003] for 
examples of relevant sectors. Under such considerations, the prior art anticipates 
computer-implemented method of managing a machinery monitoring system. 



Applicant Argues: 

The Action asserts that Al-Attar describes a rule including a plurality of decision points, 
a plurality of outcomes, and an activity flag at each decision point, and therefore 
describes displaying incremental results. Applicants respectfully disagree with such an 
assertion. However, even if such assertions are true, Al-Attar still fails to describe or 
suggest each and every feature of amended Claim 1,15, and 29. At best, Al-Attar 
describes a rule decision base tree (see Figures 2 and 3 of Al-Attar) that includes 
several decision points that provide multiple outcomes. However, such "decision points" 
are based on acquired data from a user or a database and are not computed data. 
Moreover, such data is not displayed to a user after the completion of each decision 
point. But rather, the only data shown to a user after completion are the multiple 
outcomes (the alleged "asset output"). In contrast. Claim 1,15, and 29 recites a test that 
includes a plurality of incremental steps that are performed before determining an asset 
output, wherein incremental results are displayed after each of the plurality of 
incremental steps are completed, wherein each of the incremental results includes a 
numerical value corresponding to an intermediate value of a test result. More 
specifically, as recited, each incremental step result of the test leading up to a final 
result is displayed. 

Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. The prior art gives various examples of displaying 
incremental results after each of the plurality of incremental steps are completed. For 
one example, see Figures 2 and 3 for decision points and outcomes; and a second 
example, see Paragraph [0042] for an activity flag indicating alterability by a process 



Application/Control Number: 10/829,585 Page 22 

Art Unit: 2121 

operator; and a third example, see Paragraphs [0084] and [0086] for proposed to 
process operator, data logging module and performance improvement determination 
deployed at the process system to allow for on-site operation. Under such 
considerations, the prior art anticipates displaying incremental results. 



Conciusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tejal J. Gami whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1035. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Albert DeCady can be reached on (571) 272-3819. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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